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‘ Ata Meeting of * the Maryland Society for promot- 


rg ing the Abolition of Slavery, and the Retief of free 
Negroes, and others, unlawfully held in Bondage,” 


. held at Baltimore, the 4th of February, 


y ESOLVED, That the Report of the Committee of Grievances, m 

“\ confequence of the complaint of Mefirs. Ezekiel John, “a i 
Dorfey, together with the Memorial prefented to the General A 
this Society, and the Refolves of the Houfe of Delegates, upo 
Report and Memorial, be publifhed, -for:the information of their fellow- 
citizens, in the Maryland Journal,, &c. 

Refolved, That the fame be accompanied with an Addrefs to the Public, 
in ‘vindication of the conduét of this Society from the charges contained 
in thofe Refolves of the Houfe of Delegates. 


1792 


Cy ee 
baat 


Extract from the Minutes, 


JOSEPH 


TOWNSEND, Secretary. 





The ComMIT FER of GRIEVANCES, azd Courts of 
Justice, Report, 
HAT Ezekiel John Dorfey, of Baltimore County, 
and Edward Dorfey, fon of Edward, of Ann-Arundel 
County, have laid before the committee complaints againft 
the Society, in Baltimore County, for the Abolition of 
Slavery, for their improper interference with the flaves of 
the complainants. 

They have ftated and proved, to the fatisfaction of the 
eommittee, that Ezekiel John Dorfey was poflefled of a 
Mulatto flave, named Jonathan, and Edward Dorfey of a 
flave, who is brother to Jonathan, named David; that they 
purchafed them as flaves feven or eight years ago, and nel- 
ther of them ever claimed any title to freedom, until the 
month of Janvary 1790, when they eloped from their 
matters? fervice, and got into the pofleifion of the fociety. 

That the faid flaves preferred petitions for their freedom, 
\ in the Criminal Court of Baltimore County, and the com- 

plainants éntered into the ufual recognizance, to fee them 
forthcoming, and to permit them to attend Court when 
neceflary ; they thereupon took them home, and, in a few 


’ days, the flave of Ezekiel Dorfey abfconded, returned to 
} Baltimore with a complaint of ill-treatment, which was in- 


quired into, and the flave ordered to return to his matters’ 
fervice; but complaining that he was fick, he was per- 
mitted to remain in cuftody of the fociety for twelve months, 
upon their éntering into a recognizance to pay Mr. Dorfey 
for his-Jabour, if, on a final hearing-of the'caufe, he fhould 
not be adiudged free; and the flave remained for a twelve- 
month in poffeffion.of the fociety.— That the complainants, 
in defending the fuits thus inftituted and carried on, under 
the countenance and direction of the fociety, were put to very 
great expenfe in, travelling: to Pennfylvania, New-Jerley, 
* and New-York, to execute commiffions and obtain. proof, 
to combat the teftimony brought forward by the fociety, 
on behalf of the petitioners. —That at Auguft term, 1790, 
the counfel for the Mefirs. Dorfeys urged a trial, which 
the fociety endeavoured to procraftinate, by praying for ano- 
ther commifion to iffue, which was granted; but proof, 


obtained, by the defendants, apptaring fatisfactory to the 
countel for the petitioners, he candidly acknowledged that 
there appeared to be no foundation for their claim to, free- 
dom, and that it had been fupported by mifreprefentation 
from beginning to end; and he fo informed the Court, ‘and 
declared that he would net be concerned further in the bufi- 
nefs. At November term, the counfel for the defendants 
offered himfelf ready for trial, and the committee, who con- 
duéted for the fociety, perceiving that the judgment of the 
court muft be againft the petitioners, if a trial was had, 
withdrew the petitions, and immediately inftituted them 
anew, without making any compenfation to the defendant 
for the ufe of his flave, alleging that there had been no 
ultimate decifion in the cafe. 

That commiffions again iffued to Pennfylvania, at the 
inftance of the petitioners, which, after fome months delay, 
was executed, and returned a few days before the fucceed- 
ing court; and during the execution of this commiffion, 
two perfons were {worn, viz, Sinai Elbert, and Alexander 
Houle, of Philadelphia, who depofed, in a pointed manner, 
that the petitioners were free; and certificates were pro- 
duced that they were people of charade d credit; upon 
a view of this proof, the counfel for the ¢ 











rdants informed 
them, that-unlefs it could be made to appear, that Sinai 
Elbert and Alexander Houfe were not competent witnelfes, 
the petitioners would obtain their freedom: It was now 
neceflary that another commiffion fhould iffue, to Penntyl- 
vania, at the inftahce of the defendants, which iffued ac-~ 
cordingly, and, in the execution of this commiflion, it was 
fatisfactorily proved, that Simai Elbert, and Alexander 
Houle, were incompetent witnefles, being born flaves, and 
had been manuimitted, fome years fince, by their refpective 
mafters; and it was.alfo proved that Sinai Elbert was a 
perfon of obfcene and indecent deportment and infamous 
charaéter, and Alexander Houfe a drunken worthlefs fel- 
low; that, on return of the commiffion, the counfel for 
the defendants again infifted on a trial, and having deftroyed 
the proof fabricated on the part of the petitioners, the peti= 
tions were again withdrawn, and new petitions filed; whea 
at 






























































































































it was urged by the counfel for the defendants, the legal 
cofts for the antecedent fuits, and other cofts fhould firft be 
paid, and the court advifed thofe who conduéted for the 
fociety, to pay the cofts, and to make compeniation for the 
fervices of the flaves, which they refufed; but the court was 
of opinion, that, by, the laws now fubfifting, they could not 
compel them to pay colts; and the defendants, were now re- 
duced to the alternative of again recognizing, or of giving up 
their property. 

The committee further report, that the faid fociety in 
Baltimore-Town, are numerous, wealthy, and influefitial, 
compofed principally of Qu s, Methodifts, and emigrants 
from Ireland fince the revolution; and that they are con- 
nected with another fociety, more numerous, in Phila. 
delphia. 

a the Meffieurs Dorfeys have incurred expenfes in 
travelling to Pennfylvania, New-York, and New-Jerfey, 
and attending the execution of commiflions, to the amount 
of £.250, which greatly exceeds the value of the flaves ; 
and it appears to the committee, that from the numbers, 
wealth, influence andindultry of the fociety, with their exten- 
five connexions, an individual has buta flender chance of en- 
countering them; and that if intereft only was to be con- 
fidered, he had better confent to give up a flave, than de- 
fend his right to him, when he is fupported by fuch a pow- 
erful fociety :—That, whatever may be the views and in- 
tentions of the fociety in general, the committee are of 
opinion, that, in this inftance, they have interfered in an 
improper, indecent, and unjuftifiable manner, and that their 
conduct has been unjuft and oppreflive, and cannot be 
warranted upon any principle by which good citizens ought 
to be aétuated :—They are, therefore, of opinion, that the 
legiflature ought to adopt meafures to remedy fuch grie- 
vances. By Order, 























A. GOLDER, Clerk. 
rr 
The Memoriat of ** The Maryland Society for promoting 
the Abolition of Slavery, and the Relief of free Negroes, 
and others, unlawfully held in Bondage.” 
To the GENERAL- ASSEMBLY of the STATE of 
MARYLAND. 
OUR memorialifts have feen the copy of 2 report, 
which has been made to your honourable houfe b 
one of your committees, upon the complaint of Mefirs, Eze- 
kiel John Dorfey and Edward Dorfey, in which the com- 
mittee, without having given your memorialilts an oppor- 
tunity of being heard, have, on an inquiry totally ex parte, 
thought proper to prejudge the conduét of your memorialifts, 
and to brand them with cenfure, which only wants the cir- 
cumftance of being juft, to render them objects of abhor- 
rence to the worthy part of the community. 

Your memorialifts would be wanting in juftice to them- 
felves, and thew a lefs regard, than what they really feel, for 
the good opinion of the honourable members of your houfe, 
including thofe gentlemen who have fo haftily and incau- 
tioufly paffed fentence upon them, were they not to requeft 
the indulgence of being’ permitted to lay before you a plain, 
fimple ftate of fatts, relative to the petitions filed againft 
the Mefirs. Dorfeys, and the manner in which they have 
been conduéted ; which is all that is wanting completely 
to vindicate your memorialilts, and to cover their accufers 
with confufion. 

Your memorialifts ftate, that fome time in the years 1778 
and 1779, a certain Thomas De Witt, of Baltimore-Town, 
having been up North-River and the upper parts of the ftate 
of New-York, on his return from thence, at feparate times, 
brought with him two Indian boys, the one aged about 
twelve or thirteen years, the other about two or three years 
younger, who were foon after fold by him as flaves, and in 
fome little time after, one of them, whofe name originally, 
gnd until after De Witt's purchafe, was Fortune, though now 


called Jonathan, came to the poffeffion of Doétor Ezekiel 
John Dorfey ; the other, whofe name originally, and until 
after De Witt's purchafe, was Simon, though now called Da- 
vid, came tothe poffeffion of Edward Dorfey : That thofe 
two boys, having lived with their refpeétive mafters until 
the beginning of the year 1790, and having both then ar- 
rived of age, and though young, and ignorant in a great 
degree of their rights, when brought from New-York by 
De Witt, and for fome time before, aloft totally feparated 
from any intercourfe with their mother, by being in the pof- 
fefion of different mafters ; yet having retained an idea 
that they were entitled to freedom, at the criminal court, 
which was held for Baltimore county, on the fecond Tuef- 
day in January, 1790, preferred their petitions againft their- 
refpeétive mafters, claiming their freedom ; Upon the ap- 
pearance of the Meffrs. Dorfeys, and their entering into the 
ufual recognizances, the petitioners were directed to return 
to their re{pective mafters, and did aétually return to their 
employ. Afterwards, and during the fame-court, the be- 
fore-mentioned Fortune made a complaint againft the faid 
Ezekiel John Dorfey, alleging that he was treated with bars 
barity and cruelty; and, thereupon, the court finally de- 
cided, thatif gentlemen of refpeétable charaéter, and of fuf- 
ficient property, would become anfwerable to the faid Eze- 
kiel John Dorfey, that, in cafe Fortune fhould finally be 
adjudged a flave, they would deliver him up to his matter, 
and pay him reafonable wages from that time unti] he 
fhould be fo delivered up, the faid Fortune thould be 
fuffered to remain with {uch gentlemen, and fhould not be 
obliged to return to the faid Ezekiel John Dorfey ; and 
this the court was induced to do, in a great meafure, from 
the declarations and conduét of the faid Dorfey, of which 
they themfelves were the witnefles; in confequence of which, 
feven citizens of this town, Elifha Tyfon, Nathan Tyfon, 
Elias Ellicott, George Dent, Janes M‘Cannon, Adam Fos 
nerden, and Henry Wilfon, being then in court, entered in- 
to the recognizance required, and had the petitioner, For- 
tune, accordingly put into their charge and cuftody. 

Your memorialifts beg leave to ftate, that the petitioners, 
when they filed their petitions, were ready to have had them 
heard at that term, and at the term following ; they were 
attending court, in the prefence of their judges, and carri- 
ed in their faces, and in their appearances at lealt, prima 
facie evidence of their being as much entitled to freedom 
as their mafters.—It was on the part of their mafters that 
teflimony was neceflary to be fought, and was aétually 
fought, from New-York and the Jerfeys, to deftroy this 
prima facie evidence, by proving that, whatfoever fea- 
tures or complexion Gop and Nature had given them, their 
mother was a flave: And thofe who conduéted the fuits, 
being willing that the claimants fhould have every reafon-~ 
able opportunity to inveftigate faéts, and defirous to faci- 
litate their examination, and to render it the leaft expeniive, 
made no objeétion to every neceflary delay for that purpole; 
and agreed that depofitions, taken in any of the ftates, be- 
fore a magiftrate, fhould be received in evidence; And at 
Auguft term, 1790, during the fitting of the court, the 
firft depofitions on the part of the mafters were filed; and, 
although no attempt had ever been made, on the part of 
the petitioners, to urge a hearing without the fulleft invefti- 
gation of the faéts; and although the mafters only filed 
their teftimony on the tenth day of that month, on the 
twelfth they had the modefty to urge, in the ftrongeft terms, 
for an immediate hearing: And your memoralifts ftill re- 
collect, with aftonifhment, that the court were equally di- 
vided on that motion. 

In order that your honourable houfe may be the more 
capable of judging, whether there has been any improprie~ 
ty in conduttiug this bufinefs, and, if fo, whois chargea- 
ble with that impropriety, your memorialifts beg leave to 
ftate, that the teftimony, then filed in the caufe, were the 
depolitions 
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depofitions of David Kirkpatrick and George M‘Eowen, 
taken before magiftrates, and the teftimony ree William 
‘Thompfon, and Stephen Hulfe, taken ona commiflion, by 
which it was proved that the mother of the petitioners was a 
Muftee, or Mulatto, and when a young woman, with an infant 
child was held asa flave by one Daniel Mé Eowen, of Somer- 
fet county, in New-Jerfey ; and that fhe and her children had 
paffed through the poffeffion of a variety of mafters, as 
Paves nee they had been removed up the North-River ; but 
from whence the mother had come originally—of what pa- 
rents fhe was born—whether they were free, or flaves—and 
whether fhe herfelf was born free, or a flave, no perfon who 
had been examined had any knowledge. 

Tt was on this ftate of the evidence, which at leaft left 
allthe merits of the eafein total obfcurity, that the maf- 
ters urged a final degifion, and endeavoured to prevent eve- 
ry opportunity of further examination, although the depo- 
fitions of Kirkpatrick and M‘Eowen, on which 1 they princi- 
pally relied, had been taken ex parte, and without crofs 
examination; the petitioners, or any perfon on their be- 
half, not attending, nor having notice of the time or place 
ef taking them, 

Your committee have ftated, that at this term,. (to wit, 
Auguft) the counfel for the petitioners, in confequence of 
the proof obtained by the defendants appearing to him fa- 
tisfagtory, ‘* candidly acknowledged that there appeared to 
be no foundation for their claim ton freedom, and that it 
had been fupported by mifreprefentation from beginning to 
end, and declared he would not be further concerned in the 
Sines: :”—-That ove of the petitioners’ counfel did make 
fuch declarations, your memorialilts acknowledge: They 
with not to impute his conduét to improper motives; they 
can eafily conceive that a gentleman, in habits of intimacy 
with the defendants and their connexions, having one of 
their brothers a ftudent.in his office, and placing an undue 
degree of confidence in their affertions, might be impofed 
upon by them ; and this they can the more readily conceive, 
when they contemplate how grofily the fame perforis have 
impofed upon fo refpectable a body as your committee :— 
But your memorialilts beg leave farther to ftate, that the 
petitioners had other counfel, not lefs refpeétable in point of 
knowledge-and integrity, v wha entirely diitered in fentiment 
with that gentleman 5 3 and who, ftrongly imprefled with the 
juftice of the petitioners’ claim, are determined that a fair 
and full inveftigation of it fhall take place, without being 
difcouraged by the arts of the defendants, or the influence 
of them ortheix counfel; and your memorialifts, without 
defigning to impeach the counfel whofe conduét is ftated in 
the report, cheerfully appeal to this honourable houfe, whe- 
ther, on the faéts here fet forth, any imputation can lie 
againft he counfel who refufed to defert the petitioners. 

Your memorialifts further thew, that on the faid twelfth 


-.day of Auguf, it was prayed, on the part of the petitioners, 


that the petition might be continued, and commiflions might 
iffue to examine, witnefles in different places ; but, in con- 
fequence of the court’s being divided as aforefa id, on the 
motion of the defendants for a hearing, it uainad until 
the twentieth day of September, before the petition was con- 
tinued, and commiffions were ordered—by which a delay of 
more than five weeks was occafioned, 

Your memorialifts beg leave to ftate, that only one com- 
miffion, in the faid caufe, was executed before the next court, 
which was held on the fecond Tuefday in November ; but 
thatan anfeliigent Be rfon, on pena the petitioners, wait~ 
ed upon William Thompfon, E i{q3 one of the judges in 
Orange county, in the ftate of New-York, and there, in the 
prefence of his lady, and divers other perfons, took, from 
the mouth of the mother of the petitioners, her hiftory, ac- 
cording to the beft of her recolleGtion, from the time of her 
firft memory to that period ; which Mrs. Thompfon declar- 
ed, from her knowledge of her veracity during near four- 
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teen years that the had lived in her family, the belteved to 
be true; er which, th 1e faid agent for the petitioners went 
to the different places where the had been owned, and, on 
examination, found reafon to be confirméd in his opinion of 
the truth of the ftory fhe had related ; and wasinformed, by 
divers refpectable aha nge\ ene, that the had uniformly told 
them the fame ftory : He alfo found, that thou gh ud 
always borne the Sass of a valtiab! eflave, fhe id, ge- 

nerally, not remained long in the poffeffion of any matter, 
but was then in poffeffion of the thirteenth ; and that her 
children had been fold generally very young, ‘and had gone 
through a number of pofletfors, and alfo had been ¢ lifpofed 
of at places remote from where they had been firft known 
as flaves:—Your memorialifts further inform this honour- 
able Houfe, that when the faid agent had at laft traced 
her back through her different owners, from Judge Thomp- 
fon, of Orange county, to Daniel M‘Eowen, of Somerfet 
county, in the Jerfeys, he difcovered that the firft knows 
ledge they had of her in that neighbourhood was her being 
in Daniel M‘Eowen’s family, having come or been brought 
there when a young woman, with an infant child, that Mr. 
M*‘Eowen claimed her as a flave, and fold her as fuch, but 
that it was not known of whom he got her, or whence fhe 
came, except a general idea that it was from Philadelphia, 
or that neighbourhood.—-W ith this information the aforefaid 
agent returned, by which the counfel for the petitioners 
difcovered that the teftimony, which would be moft likely 
to elucidate the merits of the petitions, muft be fought for 
in or about Philadelphia; but that tisze and diligence would 
be requifite before any thing certain could be expected to 
be eftablithed with refpe& to perfons, who muft have moved 
in foobfcure and humblea {tation as herfelf and her parents, 
the laft of whom mutt long fince, from the courfe of nature, 
have ceafed to exift, and the fini of whom had been abfent 
from that place for near or quite forty years.—The re- 
fearches neceflary were recommended to the fociety at Phila- 
delphia, = Commitiions were ordered at November term, to 
Philadelphia and Long-Ifland, to be ufed fhould any in- 
telligence be obtained 3 but fo difficult was the inquiry, 
and fo fhort was the period from the November to the Janus 
ary term, that although fome general intelligence of the 
petitioners’ family was obtained in the intermediate time, 
yet nothing could be obtained fufficiently decifive.—In this 
flage of the bufinefs, at January term, the defendants in- 
filted for a hearing of the petitions, without giving the pe- 
titioners an PEvOE yates to procure any further teftimony, 
or to make any further inquiries. —The court refufing to 
grant any further delay, the petitioners had no other alterna- 
tive but to goto a final hearing while the true merits of 
their caferemained involved in obfeurity, and thereby, moft 
probably, on the then ftate of the evidence, have had an 
adjudication againft them, which would have been conclufive, 
and entailed upon them flavery, although their right to free- 
dom fhould be, on further inquiry, ever fo clear; or to avoid 
that misfortune by difmiffing their fuits, a privilege which 
the Jaw gives to every perfon, and in stituting their fuits 
anew.—This part was taken by the petitioners’ counfel ; 
and your mémorialifts fhall take no pains to vindicate the 
meafure, confident that every member of your honourable 
houfe. will, without a moment's hefitation, admitthat, in 
doing otherwife, they would have been guilty of the moft 
culpable violation of that duty they owed to their clients, 
the facrednefs of which, they apprehend, in no degree de- 
pends on the grades of colour or comple xion, 

On the fir Ppeaiens thus terminating, the gentlemen who 
had the charge of ‘ Fortune,: under the. former order of the 
court, delivered him to his mafter, in whofe-poffeffion he 
has ever fince been. 

In profecution of their petitions, fo filed anew, at Ja~ 
nuary term, 1791, the petitioners obtained a commiflion to 
Philadelphia, which was executed, and returned to the very 
next 

















next term, the March court following : At that court the 
defendants were not ready for trial; but urged a delay, that, 
on their part, they might have a "hes mmiffion to Philade SE 
phia, to make thofe inquiries which might haye been made 
by them on the exécution of the petitioners’ commiffion.— 
Their requelt was not oppofed.—The matters obtained their 
commiffion to Philadelphia; and, on the part of the petiti- 
eners, were taken out alfo commiffions to Philadelphia, 
New-York, and to Suffex, and Morris counties, in New- 
Jerfey ; and in the execution of all thefe commiffions, on 
the part of the petitioners, their mother (by confent of judge 
Thompfon, her mafter) attended, in order that her identity 
might be clearly eftablifhed, and that it might appear, in 
all thofe different places, the witnefles depofed to one and 
the fame perfon. 

At Auguft term, and on the eleventh day of that menth, 
al) the commiffions on part of the petitioners and defend- 
ants were returned, and the Petitioners were again ready 
for, and defirous of, a decifion; but the defendants, al- 
though they had had one commiffion to Phil ladelphia, al- 
leged that they wifhed to have the caufe continued, and 
take out another commiffion to the fame place, to make 
further inquiry. —To this the petitioners confented. For 
your memorialifts declare, and fo the truth really is, that, 
on the part of the peti itioners, there never has been an at- 
tempt to prevent the fulleft inveftigation of the queftion, or 
to prevent all neceflary indulgence and delay for that pur~ 
pofe ; truth being the only object fought after by thofe 
who have conduéted the fuit on their part, whereas “the de- 
fendants have uniformly ftrove, by every artifice in their 
power, and by the moft ssiresniited exertions, whenever 
they thought the {tate of evidence was favourable to them, 
to urge on a he: anne 3 and preclude all further inquiry. 

By the confent of the petitioners, at Auguft term, the 
petitions were continued over, and the defendants were per- 
mitted to renew their commiffion to Philadelphia ; and, as 
the caufe was spe ee the commiffion, on the part of 
see petitioners, to Philadelphia, was alfo renewed, to be 

fed, fhould inquiries be fuccefsful, in difcovering other 
sabrat fes for the petitioners, who had not been examined. 
On the part of the petitioners, a witnefs was difcovered, 
who.is thought to be extremely material, and again{t whole 
gompetency or credibility your memorialifts know of no 
objection; and every effort was ufed to have obtained an 
cution of their commiffion in, time, as will appear by 
the affirmation of Mr. Townfend, filed in the faid caufes, 
a copy of whichis among the vouchers which.aitend this 
memorial. 

Your memorialifts further ftate, that the commiffion, 
on the part of the defendants, fo as aforefaid renewed, 
was executed, and returnedto this laft November court, 
by which commiffion the defendants have not attempted 
to difprove a fingle fact alleged by the petitioners, or to 
impeach the veracity or integrity of any witnefs which had 
been examined on their part. The defendants proved, and 
mly proved, and that by Alexander Houfe himfélf, that 
he, Alexander, was bornat Kingfton,in Jamaica, and‘that 
he had been held as a flave until, fome years palt, he was 
Jiberated by his mafter or miftrefs. 

Your committee have reported that, ¢* on the execution of 
he aforefaid commiffion, it was fatisfactorily proved, that 
Sinai Elbert and Alexander Houfe were imcompetent wit- 
nefles, being born flaves, and manumitted fome years fince 
by their re{peétive matters > And it was alfo proved,, that 
Sinai Elbert was a perfon of ob{cene and indecent deport- 
ment, and infamous character; and Alexander Houle a 
drunken worthlefs fellow.” — 

Your committee have introduced their report, by ob- 
hat the Mefiis s. Dorfeys ** have ftated and proved, 
astion,”’ &c. What proof was produced on this 
tion, or how cafily your committee were 
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fatisfied, your memor ialifts know not ; but this they folemn= 
ly aver, that, in the execution of the above commiffion, it 
is not proved that Sinai Elbert was born or ever claimed as 
a flave; mor is it there proved, that ** Sinai Elbert was a 
perfon of obfcene-and iitecpt deportment, and infamous 
character, and that Alexander Houle was a drunken worth- 
lefs fellow ;”—-nor has any teftimony been produced, by 
the defendants, attempting to impeach the characters of 
either of ;them.—For the truth of this affertion, your me- 
morialifts appeal to the teftimony returned in that commif~ 
fion, acopy of which is alfo among the attending vouch- 
ers.— 

Thus your memorialifts have thewn, that the above ftate- 
ment of the proof, obtained by the defendants againft Sinai 


Elbert, and the characters of her and Houfe, are founded:- 


entirely in mifreprefentation and falfehood ; and leave your 
committee to that honeft indignation, which they cannot 
but feel on thus having been impofed upon, and made the 
vehicle of the moit groundlefs calumny.—During this lafé 
November court, on the application of the defendants, the 
court did determine, notwith{tanding the aforefaid affirma- 
tion of Mr. Townfend, that they would notdelay the hear= 
ing—not even to an ad ijourned court, at the diftance of a 
few weeks, which was all that was requefted ; notwith« 
ftanding the court, for other purpofes, adjourned to the 
28th of November; afterwards, to the sth of December ; 
and now ftands adjourned to the 19th of this fame month, 

To obtain which decifion, it was ftrenuoufly urged, on 
the part of the defendants, that no effential injury could be 
fuffered by the petitioners:—If they were not prepared 
fuficiently to bring forward their merits, they might dif 
mifs their prefent petitions, and file new ones; although, 
afterwards, they {trove toprevent the new petitions from 
being acted upon, and to fetter them with conditions which 
the laws of the late did not warrant; and which, in nine- 
ty-nine cafes out of an hundred, would be attended with 
a total denial of juftice to perfons circumftanced as the pe- 
titioners were im the prefent cafe 

Your memorjalifts: beg leave to call the attention of your 
honourable houfe to the followi ing faéts:—The petitions 
were originally filed at January court, 17903 on the ele- 
venth day of Augult following, at the expiration of feven 
months only, the court was preffed by the defendants to 
order on a fe wing, on which motion the court was equal- 














ly divided. —At January, 1791, the expiration of one’ year 


only, the pe titioners were obliged to difmils their petitions, 
or go to a hearing unprepared, Since the filing the new 
petitions, lefs than ten months had expired, when, not- 
withftanding Townf{ ex s affidavit, the petitioners were re~ 
fufed the delay of a few weeks, to execute and return & 
commiffion, which was only obtained at November court, 
two months antecedent ; for the petitioners were not anxi- 
ous to have a new Seacition, but were willing to take 
their chance of getting the commiffion of November court 
executed: Yet thereis no law which limits the duration of 
petitions, and compels them to be heard within a certaim 
time. When the laft petitions were obliged to be difmiff- 
ed, not more: than twenty-two manths had expired, fince 
the petitioners firft applied to a court of juftice For redrefs 5 
their cafe was of that nature, as muft inevitably be attend- 
ed with great difficulties and delays, to procure all the tef- 
timony, proj perly authenticated, to eftablifh their claim, if 
juftt: Even in thofe cafeas Where the laws have limited the 
duration of actions, a plaintiff, however wealthy and wel]< 
informed of his rights, and of the evidence nece ary te 
fub{tantiate them, and although that teftimony may be had 
in the county where the fuit is depending, if ‘the matter in 
difpute is above ten pounds value, cannot be forced to a 
hearing under twelve months; if his claimis of the value 
of an hundred pounds, not under two years; and if evi- 
dence is wanting from other ftates, the laws have provided 
for 
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for a much longer time s=-2nd where a commiffion has been 
iilued, the parties, by law, have a right to a reafonable 
time for the execution—a.much longer time than was afked 
in the prefent cafe, on the part of the petitioners. 

Your memorialifts mean not, by thefe obfervations, to 
become the accufers They fimply ftate faéts, but make 
ho charges againft any perfon :—They are fenfible the beft 
men are imperfect; and the {cripture teaches, that over- 
bearing, unwearied affiduity, will have confiderable influ- 
énce on the conduét of judges. 

All your memorialifts with is to enable your honourable 
houfe to determine, if there has been any undue conduét, 
any hardhip or oppfeffion, attending their petitions, and 
the manner in which they have been conduéted, who it is 
that have fuffered thereby, and to whom they are to be im- 
puted. 

Your memorialifts beg leave to obferve that, by their in- 
terference, the Meffrs. Dorfeys have received no injury, 
fince not one ftep has been taken by the petitioners, more 
than what the laws authorized them to take, if your memo- 
rialilts had not aéted in the bufinefs, except that the igno- 
vance, poverty, and oppreffion of the petitioners might have 
difabled them from enforcing their rights, however well 
founded :. Inthis the Meffrs. Dorfeys may think themfelves 
injured; but your memorialifts have no apprehenfion that 
the delegates ofa free ftate, and the guardians of the rights 
of every individual therein, however poor and helplefs, will 
concur with them in this fentiment; on the contrary, the 
Meflrs. Dorfeys do enjoy-a very material advantage from 
your memorialifts’ interference ; they are fecure, if the pe- 
titioners are finallyvadjudged to be flaves, to be repaid thofe 
expenfes, which they were liable to have fuftained without 
the interference of your memorialifts, and for which, in 
that cafe, they would have had no remedy ; fince your me- 
morialifts hold themfelves bound, whenever they fupport a 
petition, if it is ultimately decided to be without foundation, 
to indemnify the defendants ; this the Meffrs. Dorleys well 
Knew, and of this have had repeated affurances. But your 
memorialilts do not hold themfelves bound, either in juftice, 
honour, or confcience, before a final inveftigation of the 
merits, to repay them any expenfe they have fuftained in 
a caufe-in which they have had the dexterity and influence 
fo far to impede, and as far as poffillc, render fruitlefs their 
inveltigations. 

Your memorialifts know not what expenfes the Meffrs. 
Dorfeys may have incurred, but they know the court charges 
in thefe fuits amount but to a {mall fum, and they can with 
truth aver, that they have ufed no endeavours, on their part, 
unneceflarisy to procraftinate the fuits, or accumulate the 
expenfe ; one only objec& have they unweariedly purfued, 
the obtention of a full difcovery of the truth relative to the 
petitioners, be that what it may ; and to obtain for them 
that juftice to which they fhall appear to be entitled.—In 
the purfuit of this object, thouzh malignity and miirepre- 
fentation may deprive your memorialifts of the approbation 
ef mankind, they cannot be deprived of the approbation‘of 
their own hearts, which, except that of their Gop, is the 
enly meed for which they are folicitous. 

Your memorialifts will be exculed for the time of your 
honourable houfe, which they may have confumed, when 
it is confidered, that ‘they have been reluctantly forced into 
this meafure, in their own vindication, having been con- 
demned by the committee, without the ceremony ofa hear- 
ing; and although your honourable houfe have thought the 
report worthy of being noticed, no meafure has been adopt- 
ed by the houfe, as your memorialifts can learn, although 
their reputations are fo cruelly attacked, by which they 
might be notified of that attack; a want of attention to 
your memorialifts, which they humbly fubmit to this ho- 
nourable honfe, whether warranted by the allegations in the 
report, that your memorialifts are a fociety ‘* numerous, 
wealihy, and influential,” even though they fhould bs 
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* compofed principally of Quakers, Methodifts, and emi- 
grants from Ireland fince the revolution,” (of which lat 
clafs, by the by, they believe there is but one in their num- 
ber) * and conneéted with another fociety more numerous,” 
and they might have added, extremely re{pectable, ‘in Phi- 
ladelphia.*==Your memorialifts will take up no more of 
that time, which the bufinefs of the public demands, but feel 
the firmeft confidence, that every member of this honourable 
houfe muft be fully convinced, in the words of the report, 
with only a few material variations, “ that whatever may 
be the views and intentions of the fociety in general, they 
have of, in this inftance, interfered in an improper, in- 
decent, and unjuftifiable manner; and that their conduét 
has not been unjuft and oppreflive, but és warranted by every 
principle by which good citizens ought to be aétuated;** 
and that every fuggeftion and idea, which has been enter- 
tained to the contrary, has been founded upon the groffek 
mifreprefentation and impofition. 
At a Special-Meeting, fgned, in behalf of the Society, by 
ALEXANDER M‘KIM, Jice- Prefident. 

I hereby certify, that the aforegoing is a true copy frora 

the original, fej, A. GOLDER, jor 
WILLIAM Harwoop, Clk. Ho. Del. 

——— es —___- 
HOUSE or DELEGATES, 

December 20, 1791. 

a ew: report of the committee of grievances and courts 

of juftice, on the complaint of Ezekiel J. Dorfey and 

Edward Dorfey, relative to the condu&t of the abolition fo- 

ciety, was read the fecond time, and witnefles examined at 

the bar of the houfe, in fupport of the faid complaint. The 

queftion was then put, that the memorial of the faid fociety 

beread. The yeas and nays being called for, by Mr. Co- 

megys, appeared as follow: 

Afirmative—Mefirs. Carroll, J. Ringgold, Comegys, 
Scott, J. Worthington, N. Worthington, Wilkinfon, Craik; 
Hawkins, Ridgely (of William), Ridgely, Gough, Cockey, 
Sherwood, Kerr, Tilghman, Denwood, Goldfborough, Lee 
compte, Frazier, R. Bond, Hollingfworth, Oldham, Clark, 
O‘Brien, Barnes, Holland, J.P. Marfhall, Key, Reatty, 
Burkhart, Prall, Pinkney, Wilfon, Douglafs, Lockerman, 
S, Smith, M‘Mechen, Ott—jo. 

Negative—Mellrs. Thomas, Hopewell, T. Bond, Mer- 
eer, Chefley, Gantt, jun. M‘Pherfon,~-Waggaman, Lowes, 
Eccleftop, Miller, Bowie, T. Marfhall, Gantt, Quyn, Se- 
ney, Dennis, P. Smith, Love, Swearingen, O*Neale, Tur- 
ner, Beall, Crefap, Tomlinfon, Jacobs—26. 

So it was refolved in the afhrmative. 

December 21, 1791. 

THE houfe having. gone through the report of the 
committee of grievances, on the complaint of Ezekiel 
John Dorfey and Edward Dorfey, refpe&ting the conduct 
of the fociety, in Baltimore county, who ftyle themfelves 
“¢ the Maryland Society for promoting the abolition of fla- 
wery, and the relief of free Negroes, and othe uUnlawds 
Sully held in bondage,” in fupporting the p-itions in the 
criminal court of Baltimore county, preferred | 
alias Fortune, againft Ezekiel J. Dorfey, and Simon, alias 
David, againft Edward Dorfey,-end+the witnelfes produced 
by them ; and having alfo heard the faid fociety, by their 
memorial, and the witnefles brought forward in fupport of 
it, THE QUESTION was. put, ‘* that the faid fociety, in 
the part they took in fupport of the faid petitioners, have 
conduéted themfelves in a moft uncandid, unjuftifiable, and 
oppreflive manner, and their conduét cannot be juftified up- 
on any principle hy which good citizens ought to be a&tu- 
ated.”"——The yeas and nays being called for, by Mr. Le« 
compte, appeared as follow. 

Affirmative—Mefirs. Carroll, Hopewell, T. Bond, J. 
Ringgold, J. Worthington, Mercer, N. Worthington, Wil- 
kinfon, Chefley, Garitt, jun. Craik, Hawkins, M‘Pherfon, 
Chapman, Ridgely, of William, Ridgely, Cockey, Tilga- 
man 
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man, Wageaman, Denwood, Lowes, Goldfborough, Ec- 
elefton, Miller, r hall, Clark, 
Gantt, Quyn, Duvall, Sei : 
Holland, J. P.Marthall, P 
lafs, Swearingen; O‘Neaté, 
fon, Jacobs—48. 

Neg ative sete: Conte 
pte, Frazier 
irkhart, Pfall, Vi 

So it was refolved in the z ive, 

Refilved, That the memorial of the faid fociety is inde- 
cent, illiberal, and highly reprehenfible, and, moreover, is 
as untrue asit is illiberal, 

On motion, The queltion was put ‘ That it is the 
epinion of this hou(e, that in all cafes of petitions for free- 
dom, now deper nding i in any court of ee of this flate, ex- 
cepton aj npeala wherea fimilar petition or petiti ons, at the 
fuit of the fame party or parties, have been heret ae filed 
and difmiffed, the court before whom fuch petitions are de- 
pending g fhall order a ftay of all proceedings, until the ‘colt s 
of the former petition or petitions, and at reafonable da 
mages and expenfes, fuftained by the matter or mafters, have 
been paid, or-fecured.to be paid.—The yeas and nays being 
ealled for by Mr. Comegys, appeared as follow: 

Afirmative—Mellrs. Carroll, Hopewell, T. Bond, J. 
Ringgold, J. Worthington, Mercer, N. Worthington, 
Wilkinfon, Chefley, Gantt, 3 jun. Craik, Hawkins, M‘Pher- 
fon, eat Ridgely, of William, Ridgely, Gough, 
Cockey, Tilghman, Waggaman, Denwood, Lowes, Goldf- 
borough, Ecclefton, Miller, Hollingfworth, O1 Ahan, Bowie, 
T. Marl fall, Clark, Gantt; Quyn, Duvall, Seney, O‘Bri- 
en, Barnes, Dennis, Holland, i Pals P, Marshall, P. Smith, 
Love, Pinkney, Douglas, Swearingen, O’Neale, Turner, 
Beall, Crefap, Tomlinfon, Jacobs—s5o. 
Negative—) {rs. Comegys, Scott, She ore. Rt e- 
compte, Frazier, R. Bond, Key, Beatty, Burkhart, Prall, 
Wilton, S. Smith, M‘Mechen—z3. 

So it was refolved in the affirmative. 

Refolved, That itis the opinion of this houfe, thatif any 
petition for freedom, fhall hereafter be filed in any court 
of law of this fate, and difmifled, and a fecond petition 
filed, atthe fuit of the fame party, the court in which 
fuch fecond petition may be filed, fhall order.a ftay of all 
proceedings, until the colts of the former petition, and all 
reafonable damages and expenfes fuftained by the matter, to 
be afcertained by the court, have.been paid, or fecured to 
be paid. 

Refalved, That it is the opinion of this houfe, thatin all 
cafes where any petition for freedom fhall be filed, in any 
ROLY, court, ag aint any citizen or citizens of this {tate, 
the court fhall inquire whether the majfter or matters be re- 
fident of the county, and if not, that fuch petition be dif- 

miffed.—On motion, leave was given to bring in a bill, 
ucla to the propofition and refolutions laft mentioned. — 
Ordered, that Mr. Pinkney, Mr. Mercer, Mr. Duvall, Mr. 
Craik, and Mr. Carroll, ‘be a ‘committee to prepare and 
bring in the fame, 

The following queftion being propounded to the houfe, 
viz. ** Whereas the’ptopié of Maryland have happily an 
efficient government, adequate to all the purpofes of foci- 
ety, and*haye fubfifting laws, which, as adminiftered by 
our courts of judicature, have been found abundantly fuf- 
ficient to protect all defcriptions of people in the enjoyment 
of their rights and privileges, without the intervention of 
any affociation of men whatever ; therefore refolved, that 
the fociety for the abolition of flavery, eftablifhed in ou 
timore- eee is altogether unneceff: ary s ; their condu, 
difclofed in the cafe of the Meffieurs Dorfeys, alread ly i 
come oppreffive, and fubverfive of the rights of our citizens ; 
and the principles of their affociation, as fubmitted to the 
houfe, repugnant to the laws and conftitution of the ftate.” 
he previows queftion was called.forand jut, thatthe fajd 
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queftion be now put.—The yeas and nays:being called for 
by Mr. Ridgely, of William, appeared as follow: 

Afirmative—Mlefirs. Carrol], Hopewell, T. Bond, Co- 
megys, Mercer, Wilkinfon, Chefley, Gantt, jun, Wagga 
man, Den: wood, Lowes, Goldiborough, Frazier, Ecclefton, 
Miller, Bow ie, T, Marthall, Gantt, ‘Quyn, Seney, Dennis, 
Hollan d, J. P. Marfhall, Burkhart, Lone, Douglafs, Swear- 
ingen, O'Neale, Beall, Tomii infon, Jacobs—31. 

Negative—Mef firs. J. Ringgold, Scott, J. Worthington, 
N, Worthington, Craik, Hawkins, M‘Pherfon, Chapman, 
Ridgely, of William, Ridgely, Gough, Cockey, Sherwood, 
Tilghman, Lecompte, R. Bond, Hollingfworth, Oldham, 
Clark, Duvall, O’Brien, Barack, Key, Beatty, P. Smith, 
Prall, Pinkney, Willfon, 3S. Smith; M‘Mechen, Ott, Tur 
ner, Crefap—33. 

So it was. determined in the negative. 

December 27, 1794. 

Ordered, That the refolution refpecting the conduét of 
the abolition fociety, and the opinion of this houfe on their 
memorial, with the yeas and nays, be publifhed in the 
Maryland Gazette, Baltimore Journal, the George-Town 
paper, and Maryland:Herald, and that five hundred copies 
thereof be ftruck for the ufe,of.the members of this houfe. 

Atteft, WILLIAM HARWOOD, Chk. 
JAMES WINCHESTER, df. Chk. 


To THE CITIZENS or MARYLAND. 

COMPLAINT made, laft feffion of affembly, ‘by 

Mefirs, Ezekiel John Dorfey and Edward Dorfey, to 
the committee of grievances, was productive of a report 
highly reflecting on “* the Maryland Society for promot- 
ing the abolition of flavery, andthe relief of free Negroes, 
and others, unla’ willy helilin bondave,’’ of which the focie- 
ty having obtained a copy, they p referred their memorial 
to the houfe of delegates. — That houfe, afterwards, proceed- 
ed to aét upon the report and memorial, and pafled fundry 
refolyts, not only concurring with the firlt,"and giving 
their fan@ion to the charges therein, but alfo pointedly 
reprobating the laft, and ftamping the fame, to the extent of 
their authority, with the difhonourable ftigma of falfehood, 

The houfe of delegates, not willing the public fhould 
wait for information of thefe their proceedings, till their 
journal fhould be publifhed, and thereby obtain it in the 
ufual mode, confidering it a cafe of fufficient magnitude te 
deferve their particular and extraordinary interpofition, or- 
dered that the refolution refpecting the condué& of the abo- 
lition fociety, and the opinion of the houfe on their me- 
morial, with the yeas and nays, fhould not only be pub- 
lifhed in the Maryland Gazette, Baltimore Journal, the 
George-Town paper, and Maryland Herald; but alfo 
that five hundred copies thereof fhould be firuck, for the 
ufe of the members of the houfe of delegates, 

That their objet, in this, was not to enable the public 
at large to decide on the merits of the fociety’s conduét, 
the juttice of the refolution refpeting that condu&, or 
the propriety of the opinion on the memorial, muft appeat 
from their publication not being accompanied either with 
the report of the committee of grievances, or that memo- 
rial, without which no judgment could be formed on thofe 
fubjects. 

Whiat.their obje was we hall not prefume to determine 
but Jeave to the fagacity of the public to difcover, or te 
thofe who are in the fecret to explain. 

The tendency was certainly to imprefs.the minds of our 
fellow-citizens, as far as the confequence and dignity of a 
houfe of defegates could give currency to refolutions and 
opinions, with an idea hig shly injurious to the members of 
the focjety as citizens; and, by making the fir impref- 

















dion, to render more difficult their vindication. 


The fociety regret the neceflity to which they find them- 
felves fubjected, of making an_appeal from the houfe of 
delegates to their conitituents, INo perfons can be more fen» 
fable 





fible than we'are of how much confequence it is, that thofe 
who are fo highly entrufted—aéting in fo dignified a f{lati~ 
on, thould be treated with decency, refpeéct, and reverence— 
No perfons can be more unwilling to detract from that de- 
cency, refpect, and reverence : But, while we are fenfi- 
ble how much is due to the houfe of delegates, we cannot 
forget that fomething alfo is due to ourfelves; and the re- 
verence of thofe who do not reverence themfelves, is a ho- 
mage unworthy the reprefentatives of a free people. 

We fhould hold ourfelves undeferving the efteem of our 
fellow-citizens, if we did not prize that efteem fufficiently 
to endeavour to convince them we have not forfeited our 
right to it; and we too highly refpest, not only that body, 
in its colle&tive capacity, which has denounced us to the 
world, but alfo the individuals of which it is compofed, to 
give up their good opinion; without an exertion to retain 
it: We are determined refpeétfully to claim their attenti- 
©n; now they have retired into private life, to infinuate 
eurfelves into their clofets, antl obtain a hearing when pa/- 
Sion, prejudice, or interef may not interfere.—It is to en- 
able our fellow-citizens, on this appeal, to decide with 
proprieiv, that we have undertaken, at this time, in aid of 
the defective publication directed by the houle of delegates, 
to furnih the report of the committee of grievances, and 
the memorial preferred, to which, that the public may have 
the whole proceedings in one view, we have alfo prefixed 
the refolutions.already publifhed. 

Our memorial has been declared, by the houfe of delegates; - 
to be “izdecent, illiberal, and highly reprebenjfible.” Fellow= 
citizens, we have put you in pofleflion of it, and {ubmitit to 
your candour; we wifh, neverthele{s, to obferve, thatduring 
the time the committee of grievances had the complaint bes 
fore them, were examining into its merits, and preparing that 
report (fo highly reflecting on a numerous fociety, compofed 
of individuals not altogether undeferving of refpect, many of 
whom were known to the committee) no information of 

the charge was given to the members of that fociety, nor 
any opportunity afforded them of being heard. be Pi; 

That the report was grounded on an ex parte examination 
of the very perfons whofe intereft was at ftake, whofé views 
were oppofed by the fociety, who were folicitous to ftifle all 
further proceedings on the petitions then depending in court, 
and who were under the joint influence of the two moft pow- 
erful perverters of the human mind—iNTEREST and RE- 
SENTMENT—‘ogether with the examination of fuch teltimony 
thofe perfons thought proper to produce, Yo ferve their pur- 
pofe; and that, after the report was made, though the houfe 
of delegates appointed a future day to ac& upon it, we do 
not yet learn any meafures were taken, or meant to be tak- 
en, by that honourable houfe, to notify the fociety, or its 
members, that fuch a report had been made; or to give 
them an opportunity of bringing forward their vindication. 

We do not profefs to be particularly converfant in the 
law of parliament; but we are informed, and believe, it 
has been the praétice, fince the revolution, for the com- 
mittee of grievances, when a complaint has been made- 
which they thought deferving inveftigation, to give notice 
(ifit conveniently could be done) to the perfon meant to be 
affected by fuch complaint ; that he might, if it were in his 
power, or he thought it expedient, make his defence: Whe- 
ther this has been the uniform praétice, we cannot politive-. 
ly fay ; but we do not know of any cafe, except the pre- 
fent, wherein it has been otherwife; and it mutt be ad- 
mitted, that to hear the party accufed, before his Sentence 
be pronounced, is a maxim fuperior to exception, 

We did think that it would have been no more than /ibe- 
val, decent, and ju/t, to have apprizeduis of the complaint, and 
given us an opportunity of being heard before we were con= 
demned ; and we were furprifed, and hurt, that the late 
committee of grievances had not thought a numerous fo- 
ciety entitled to that juitice, or that attention (call it which 
yeu pleafe) that other committees of grievances had 
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thought due even to an individual ; and we did mean our 

memorial to be expreilive of our fentiments. 

We are yet to learn, that to fuppofe a committee of the 
houfe of delegates not endowed with infallibility—to fup- 
pole that in an inquiry, made ex parte, they had been impot= 
ed upon by interelted perfuns—had received, in certain cafes, 
mifreprefentation for truth—and had been made the vehicle 
of unfounded calumny—is either ‘¢ indecent, illiberal,” ox 
* reprehenfible.” 

We alfo acknowledge, that if to exprefs to the houfe of de-= 
legates the idea, that there was a want of attention and ju 
tice toa numerous fociety of refpectable citizens, in con- 
demning them, on an ex parte examination, even though the 
idea might be erroneous, is “ indecént, illiberal, and highly 
réeprebenjible,” we have yet to learn the precife fituation in 
which the citizens of a free ftate ftand, in relation to their 
reprefentatives, and their right to exprefs their fenfe of what 
they may confider a grievance. 

We would alfo obferve, that if the feelings of the mem- 
bers who compofed the committee of grievances, or the houfe 
of delegates, are fo exquifitely nice to even the fhadow of 
difrefpect, they ought to have remembered, that theix fellow- 
citizens have alfo their feelings; and they ought fo far te 
have refpected thofe feelings, as not tohave wounded them, 
but on the conviétion of juftice and neceflity, founded on 
the mof liberal inquiry ;- We might have expeéted, alfo, 
wide as the difference may be between our and ?heir fitus 
ation, that they would have thewn fome indulgence to us, 
when only exercifing a privilege claimed by all, and grant 
ed even to the humblett individual of fociety, Far from in- 
tending difrefpeét, either to the houfe of delegates, or 
their committee, we thought we treated them with decency, 
and, at the fame time, we doubted not, with juftice, in ex 
prefling our’ belief, that the groundlé/s allegations, ftated 
in the report, flowed from mifréprefentation’ made to the 
committee, and not from a défign in them to impofe upon 
the houfe of delegates ; Moreover, we conceived it our righty 
as citizens, with DECENCY and FIRMNESS to urge our 
complaint, 

And, in addition tothe mifreprefentations pointed out in the 
memorial, we might afk the committee, whether it was from 
their owz2 knowledge, or on whofe teftimony or reprefentation, 
they reported the fociety to be compofed principally of 
Quakers, Methodifts, and emigrants from Ireland fince the 
revolution, when if is an incontrovertible faét, that the fociety: 
confilts, indifcriminately, of almott every religious pro- 
feffion,—Quakers, Methoditts, Epifcopalians, Dutch-Lu- 
therans, Dutch Calvinifts, Prefbyterians, and Baptifts, and 
almoft wholly of citizens either born in America, or wha 
refided here before the revolution; there being, in their whole 
number, but one native of Ireland, who came to the United 
States fince that event: We might alfo afk the committee, 

“for what purpofe this was made a part of the report—Did 
they imagine that the merit, or demerit, of the fociety’s con- 
duét depended either on their religious principles, or the 
birth-place of its members ?—or did they mean, by repre- 
fenting the fociety to be compofed of fuch members, to rouze 
the indignation of the houfe, or to infinuate that the Quakers 
and Methodifts of Marylarcpommtiesmgegmerts from Ireland 


fince the revolution, who have become naturalized fubjects, 
are obnoxious to government, and not entitled to the com- 
mon privileges and protection of citizens? We forbear to 
afcribe fuch motives to the committee, and leave their rea- 
fons, for that part of the report, to themfelves to explain, 
or to the world to determine: At the fame time, we con- 
fefs, we are at a lofs to conjeGture any purpofe for which 
it could have been introduced, that will refcét much credit 
on the committee. 

Nor is that part of the report better fupported by 
TRUTH, wherein they affert, that the Meflicurs Dorfeys had 
incurred expenfes in travelling to Pennfylyania, New-Jer= 
fey, and New-York, and attending the execution of come 
mifliens, 
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miffions, to the amount of two hundred and fifty, pounds— 
whereas, the whole of thefe expenfes, which they had at 
that time incurred, amounts, even by their own account, 
only to the fum of ninety-fix pounds fix fhillings and three 
pence—but little more than one third part of the fum re- 
ported by Be committee 

We ttill repeat “ we k now not what evidence was pl0-~ 


duced, on it ex parte inquiry, to Satisfy the committee of 
‘ 





f aé is ; nor do we a Ks w ealily they wGle fatisfied ; 


but t row, that thefe faéts, asftated mm the report, 














though they might have been warranted by reprefentations, 
are neverthelefe NOT WARRANTED BY TRUTH, 
Whether our memorial is ‘¢ wdecex iberal, and by, 










is matter of opzzion : -Itisa fubject on which 
y hone {tly differ: Wee thought it decent; bvt 
ublic mind may be divided upon it; for me may 
we hope, will give 1¢ their appro- 
e from SERVILITY and INS0- 
sees fpirit of free citizens who 











de 

of delegates -have proceeded | much farther : 
the memofial to be ‘* z//iberal,’’ they have, by 
e, declared itt ae Cee a ‘untri é asit is ill 
This is a ferious cha 
tude, the honour and integrity of. the memb 
pofe the fociety, and who preferred the m 

Juftice to ourfelves and to our character, thus publicly 
impeached ; juftice to the caufe of BENEVOLENCE and 
HUMANITY, our exertions in which have expefed us to 
this charge; and juftice to the COMMON RIGHTS OF 
MANKIND, of which weare the humbleaflertors, and which, 
through us, we apprehend, are dangeroufly attacked, forbid 
us to fuer a charge of fo aggravated a nature, aiache by fo 
vefpectable a body, to pafs unnoticed. 

We regret that the members of the houfe of delegates a 
feved themfelves to be impelled, by the circumftances of th 
moment, to hazard this charge ;-we alfo regret that, flee 
wards, they did not give a noble proof of temper and can- 
dour, by erafing it from their journals: We then fhould not 
have been unavoidably compelled to this public appeal; 
which if we make with reluétance, it is not becaufe we fear 
the refult. Why would awiforious. majority purtue their 
triumph fo far, as to render it impoflible for us to be fi- 
Jent, without being confidered-guilty, by all unacquainted 
with the objeéts of the fociety, and charaéter of its mem- 
bers ?—Did they apprehend we were too abject to be heard, 
or themfelves too exalted to be fummoned, to the tribunal of 
the public ? 

We folemnly declare to you, our fellow-citizens,. that in 
ftating the faéts which appear in our memorial, we ftriftly 
endeavoured to confine oum€lves to the truth: We had no 
intention to impofe upon the.houfe of delegates either fal{e- 
hood or mifreprefentation: We are, tothis moment, utterly 
at a lofs to know wherein thofe who framed, or concurred 
in that refolution, believed, or withed others fhould believe, 
our memorial unfounddd in truth; and think it in our pow- 
er fully to fatisfy our fellow-citizens (by record and other 
~ncxceptionablepalensajensinttlic facts therein’ are trily 
ftated. .. 

When the houfe of delegates paffed that refolve ; when 
they thewed that extraordinary seal to diffufe, not only 
through the ftate, but confequently throughout the union, 
the charges with which they have ftigmatized us, they gaveus 
confequence, even if we had none before: —This, our ap- 
peal, will circulate as diffufively as their refolutions; and, 
if no attempt is made in fupport of the Sena the public 
mind will not long hefitate in deciding between us; The 
charge will be confidered as made, not becaufe it was jf, 
but becaufe it was wecefary—neceflary, to give credit and 
weight to the antecedent refolution, ftigmatizing the fociety’s 
condu& in fupporting the petitions inftituted again the 
Mefirs. Dorfeys ; the juftice of which refolution mutt ftand 
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wa 
ot fall with the truth or falfehoed of our memorial. Let 
the truth of the facts, {tated in the memorial, be admittedj 
and to you, our fellow-citizens, we cheerfully appeal, whe 
ther we have difeovered any principles by wl bich good citi2 
zens olfZht ot to be attuated.;*nay, in’ which the bett of 
citizens, the humane; the benev sient, the enemies of oppref= 
fion, the triends of the dutrefled, the advocates of the moft 
inetiim< f human nature, might not glory. 

If the in our memorial, are true, the public 
will feek in vain for thofe inftances of our interference; 
which: have been zmproper, indecent, and wnjufiifiable—or 
of our conduét, which have been uayuff and kG. bie jand 
we call on the moft zealous advocate for the repurt of the 
, to point out that iftance of our interference, of 
of our ‘condutt which ¢ can jultify the epithets the houfe of 
delegates have beftowed upon us—On this fubje&, allo, we 
are preps ured to meet our mot impaflioned accufer. 

The petitions were originally preferred, from the ftrong- 
eft imprefiions that the petitione vs were unjuftly deprived 
of their freedom:—They were pra/fecuted, becaule, vpom 
further inveltigation, the fociety. had no reafon to believe 
their fit impreflions erroneous ; on the-contrary, many 
faéts appeared which, in their opinion, confirmed them, 

If the petitions were difmiffed, and mew ones preferred; 









































it Was caufed by the condu& of the defendants; the court; 
at thei zcé, Hay ing the yught p roper to compel eithera dif _ 
miflal, or a hearing, when that hearing could not be on the 


merits—And even thts event, which was, on the part of 
the petitioners, an aét not of choice,’ but of neceflity, was 
productive of not one farthing’s additional expenfe* to the 
Mefirs. Dorfeys 

All the expenditures which the defendants have'made in 
their journeys, in feanch of evidence, and im attending the 
execution of commiflions, originated in the nature of the 
cafe, and would have becn equally neceflary, before the me- 
rits of the caufe could be decided, whetlier the hearing had 
been on the firft or the other petitions And the court# 
charges, or cofts of fuits, were increafed to the defendants, by 
the difmiffal of the petition, not to the amount of a far- 
thing more than they would have been had the original 
petitions never been'dif{mifled, but yet remained undeter- 
mined.+ This we have thought neceflary to ftate to our 
fellow-citizens, becaufe we have reafon'to ‘believe the dif= 
miffal of the petitions originally preferred, and their fubfe- 
quent renewal, has been the fubjett moft forcibly dwelt up- 
on, amongtt thofe whowwere unacquainted with all circum- 
ftances, to imprefs the idea of hardfhip and oppreffion, om 
the part of the fociety 5 and becaufe it has been” produttive 
of an a€bof aflembly, on which awe fhall make no firigtures, 
as they are not necellary forour vindication. 

We have now difchar ged that duty, which we oweite 
ourfelves,\ and to that community of which we area pate. 
We have-explained fuch parts of our conduét, in this tranf- 
aétion, as have been impeached—we have called upon 
our accufers to come forward, and tupport thofe charges, 
which we proteft to be unfounded=aanid we have laid be- 
fore our fellow-citizens the information neceflary to ena2 
ble them ‘toeform a decifion : That decifion= cheerfully * 
awaiting, we here, for the prefent, reft our vindication. 

- Read, approved; and ordered to be publifbed, ‘at a meet- 
iagof the Society, on the 4th of February, 1792. 
JOSEPH TOWNSEND, 'Secretaryi” 


* The clerk, in taxing the defendants” copes on the petitions, bas nee 
taxed an attorney's fee—if be is right therein, the defendants ine 
curred no additional cofts by the difmifjal and renewal of the petiti- 
ons.—If a feeto the defendants’ attorney ought to be taxed in thefe . 
cafes, tben each renewal of the petitions wvas produGtive to the de- \ 
etions of an additional attorney’s fee, but of no other additional co, 

+ Tb e bill of cofts, as taxed by the clerk, with which Doéter Dive 
Jey fiands chargeable, from the time of filing the original petition t@ 
the time of bis application tothe committee of griewantes, amounts te # 
no more than fiftee u foillings and three-pence. 


The cofts oft the other defendant, we fuppofe, amsouyt te the Jiétits 
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